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Miranda vs. Arizona
In regards to the power of the government, Miranda vs. Arizona was a case that measured the rights of the defendants in unlawful cases. Four different cases were affected by the Miranda vs. Arizona case, they include; the California verses  Stewart case , the Miranda verses  Arizona  case, Vignera verses New York cases and Westover v. United States,. Some of the defendants of the three cases confessed after being arrested and questioned in court. The defendants had no idea that the 5th amendment had the right to remain silent listed. Each one of them was convicted by the court after the confession. The case of California v. Stewart was however a conviction. During the interrogation, the courts ruled that the criminal should have been told about the right to remain silent. 
	Today, offenders and police officers are still being affected by the Miranda V. Arizona case. Arizona Miranda was a student in the 8th grade who raped a woman. The woman went and told her family. After he was called in for questioning, he wrote a confession. Ultimately, the appellant of the case was Ernesto Miranda who confessed about rape and kidnapping a woman after being lied to she confessed. The Phoenix Police Department in the State of Arizona was the appellee in the case (Friedman, 2010). Parenthetically, the main theme in the Miranda case was protecting defendants against self incrimination that have been included by the government in the Fifth Amendment. The court gave a warning that no defendant should be convicted or accused without the necessary evidence. In addition, the court held that the government’s interest in upholding the privilege against self- incrimination is greater than its interest in questioning potential criminals (Maclin, 2015).
	Miranda Warnings are the guidelines that the criminals were given after they gave their confession. Some of these warnings were: they have the right to remain silent; they should not speak when they have no lawyer, they will be appointed an attorney if they do not have one and anything that they say in court will be used against them. At any stage of the process defendants were not to be questioned by the police. Notably, the suspect’s waivers were valid though they could take advantage of their right to remain silent and lie. One of the most controversial rulings was the Miranda decision which was increasingly worried about the ways used by the police to attain information from the defendants. Some critics claimed that the law had been weakened due to Miranda’s decision to protect individual rights. The Dickerson V. United States case wanted to overrule the Miranda case but was unable. A general rule could not replace the Miranda Warnings (Friedman, 2010). 
In conclusion, the U.S rights and privileges against self- incrimination was jeopardized when an individual was taken to custody and questioned without knowing the rights. Procedural safeguards were required in order to protect people’s privilege. Before questioning, the defendant should be notified of his or her rights and privileges to avoid mistakes. The Miranda Warnings should be well explained to the defendants so that he or she can decide on what to do. The defendants are able to intelligently weigh their rights and answer the questions comfortably so as to make a statement. When the warnings have not been given, no one has the right to use the results of interrogation unless the prosecutor says otherwise. Defendants should also be given the right to defend themselves whether it is through a lawyer or witnesses. They have that right. Police officers should respect the rights of the defendants according to the court. Each person has equal rights and privileges that should not be abused. 
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